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ii2 


a list which consequently cannot claim to be exhaustive 
adding to such a list a comparative dimension 

comparing categories 

total typological comparison 
lish by this approach is an unspecifiable degree of affinity ("Sameness 


pies 


In 




one is not necessarily 
an indispensable precondition to validity in a 

All we can reasonably expect to estab- 






or complete similarity is excluded by definition in distinct systems of 

Under the mutatis mutandis conditions imposed upon this kind 


language 
of comparison 

d f expression 


one must primarily include differences in the moyens 
from phonemes to morphemes to syntagmes, insofar as the 

the isotabitity or "opposedness" and vateur 






categorial properties, 1 
of the phenomenon in point are comparable) 




What are the following comparative lists meant to establish? Or 
to put it differently, what are the claim and ratio of the present 
study? In the first place, such a comparison is its own primary justi 
fication, in drawing attention to descriptive similarities of grammati 
cal entities, put in more or less systemic formulation 
very fact that equipollent Sahidic-LE lists cannot (to the best of my 
knowledge) be posited, must point to both a Sah.-Boh. disparity and a 
Boh.-LE affinity, two not unimportant typological statements 
moreover, that must be elaborated and supported beyond impressionistic 

Thirdly, it is of consequence especially in the case of 
the tardily documented Bohairic dialect to "legitimize" synchronic fea 
tures, which might otherwise be condemned as symptoms of linguistic 
decadence, by relating them to pre-Coptic equivalents (consider, for 
instance, the relative construction with an indefinite antecedent 




Secondly, the 


3 


ones 






apprehension 




© 








Thus it is the two major Coptic dialects that con 

Bohairic 14 has somehow gained a reputa- 


opposed to Sahidic 
stitute the Coptic comparatum 
tion for innovation or progressiveness (see Sethe 1923:162), which 




turns out on examination to be quite unfounded 
may be due to the joint effect of a late documentation and a frequent 


It 


a matter of fact 
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impression, not yet systematically supported by any research, of depen¬ 
dent* unidiomatic following of the Greek original in Scripture transla- 

First to point out the fallacy of this prejudice was Erman (Erman 

also Stern* ZAS 23 [1885] 153); the present study is in fact 




tion 


1915 


Ti 


S 


© 






5 


a further illustration of the same argument 

0.1.3 Why compare Bohairic with LE rather than with the immedi¬ 
ately preceding phase, Demotic? The reason for this choice is twofold: 
(a) it is in LE that we witness the inception of the most drastic, deep 
reaching typological divergence in Egyptian diachrony 


6 


the language 

acquiring at this point of documentation the marked analytic character 
still fully evident in Coptic; (b) by skipping and excluding the Demot 




7 


ic stage from our discussion we can keep the diachronic, dynamic factor 
and its import out of consideration and thus manage to obtain a static 

Were we to include the Demot 




contrastive, purely typological picture 
ic evidence, we should then have to tackle such obscuring issues as de 
gvees of archaism and the evolutional perspective, issues by no means 
negligible yet not properly the concerns of a typological study, which 

Consequently, it 
with diamorphs and 


has no reference to the developmental or time-axis 


is with diasystems (rather than ff chronosystems ,? ) 

diatagmes 


we shall concern ourselves. 

0.1.3.1 The LE corpus in this discussion is comprehensively de 
fined to include both literary and nonliterary subcorpora 
tion between which is here mostly irrelevant. 

0.1.3.2 Pre-Coptic dialects 9 have no more bearing on this study 

than has the evolutional dimension 
and on both there cannot be conclusive statements without prior categor 
ic comparative examination. 

0.1.4 The following types of correspondence will be demonstrated 

Prosodica and Juncturalia 
Syntactica 

Morphologica 
Idiomatica 


8 


the distinc 






Both issues are of course related 




1 


below 


2 


3 


4 
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1 


1.1 Perhaps the most striking orthographic feature of Bohairic 

as opposed to standard classical Sahidic is the absence of morphophonem 

This phenomenon was amply discussed by 


ic reduced-vowel alternants 

Erman (Erman 1915:182 ff.) 

the orthographic relevance of this 


who, however, did not sufficiently stress 

MMON-/OYON 




10 


are as proclitic 

(forming a close-juncture group with the following morph) as S (FT)tfFi-/ 


r ” 


r ^ 


nook- (etc.) syntag 

prosodi- 

The ttollstufe/nullstufe 

opposition is in Bohairic orthographically cancelled in favor of the un 
marked morph, yet well-established syntactically 
ly a proof, as Erman would have it. of the "archaic nature 


2 an- as proclitic as net 


OYN 


HA I 


ANOK 


26N 


¥ ^ 












matically and 
cally equivalent to 


as far as can be judged by syntactic criteria 






and so on 


TTf 




r ^ 






11 


thus it is not real 






of this dia 






in one of Erman f s cases, viz 




1.1.1 Still 


oyoNTAH "he has 

(p. 183 f.), we do recognize a formally-and-functionally equivalent LE 
syntactic paradigm 

A. Independent verboid syntagm; N, the possession 

(a) oyon/mmonta<i- N (often oyon nta<i-) 










direct object 


w ' 1 


B. Independent open-juncture existential syntagm; N. the indefinite 

possession - subject of the existential predicate 

(b) oyon/mmon N nta^/ntoth 




C. Independent adverbial-predicate syntagm; a pronominal possession 

(NA) «l6 H TOT^ (versus S OyNTA^n) 


(c 


D. The relative alternant, the nominal/pronominal possession the ante 


6T6NTA«I (VS. S - 6T6OYNTA*<1) 


(d) 
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14 


or an adjectival predication as the subordinated pattern 


LE affinity in the position of weakly stressed (a rel 

12) members of the sentence 

the particles on, pco 


1.3.1 Boh 


15 


or, more specifically 

the augentia 17 thp 

I adopt this cautious formulation since the problem of 
word order in general is not one that can be treated selectively, for 
one class of words alone; it is by definition a question of relative 
definition. Nonetheless, one can quote an impressive bulk of examples 


ative term 








16 


the post-negation an 








NOO 


2 OXO 






as evidence for the sentence (colon-) -posterior or trailing position 
of this class (which is probably its primary, pertinent position) in 

Bohairic, versus a sentence-anterior, secondary position in the Sahidic 
parallels; and here again we find Bohairic tallying with LE 

all cases in which the differentia 

specifica between Sahidic and Bohairic is the position of the unstressed 
elements: 

(a) an 




Some of 


18 


this evidence is here offered 




Mt 23:4 ceoYOHi) gkim epcnoy an 

15:2 NC66ICDI TAP NNOyXIX 6BOX AN : 

^N6MO)T6N NCHOY NIB6N AN 


ceoyoKjp an gkim epooy, Mt 

Mk 14:7 


13:56 


TTC66ICJD TAp AN TTN6Y6 

TT+NA6U) an fiMMHTN TT 0 y 06 1 ( 1 ) nim. Jo 14:30. 19:4 












Acts 26:26. 

(b) ~X6 n any more 

TFf'NAX62A2 66 AN TTO) 

66 WTKOY2M2AX an, Apoc 21:4 

(c) -pco 


II. 19 


Jo 14:30 NyNXxeoyHH cq ncaxi ncdtgn an 
nhtR. Gal 4:7 acocTe nookoybcok an 


rml 


r 1 


2 0 )CT 6 










the final position with the meaning "even, too, also and 

Mt 26:44, 2 Pet 3:7 Ni<j>Hoyi 
po> (S -Woyuyr), Acta Martyrum 

occurs 

Consequently no actual 
Nevertheless, the affinity of Boh. 


r ^ 






the same is restricted to Bohairic 

NTej'NOy N6MniKA2l N$>pH I J>6NNA I 

the colon-enclitic position 

1 Cor 5:1. 6:3, 15:29) 


e.g 








L. . 


(CSCO) I 128.21 

only in Sahidic (e.g 

B opposition can be shown here 

(below) would justify including this particle here 


in other senses 














c 


with LE -77? r3 

(d) the augens hboh etc 

oy 66 ITtok RMA6 1N neTKeipe FTmoh . De Vis 


r i 


Jo 5:30, 6:30oyHMHiNi gtgki p i mmoh nook 

HomeKes I 182.10 oyonoyai 






NAXOC NHI NOO'I 


» A 
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Gen 45:1 


(e) The augens thp 


Job 27:12 gunne TeTNem Tnpoy 

6 icjhht6 thptR TelTicooyN, Aata Martyrum (CSCO) I 204.20 




k A 


Lk 4:23 xpicoy Mnxmx aow 

AHOyON 2 jU) NAI 6BOX 


(f) The augens 2 U) 

1 Cor 15:8 ASoyoNg*) epoi 20 ) 


A p i coy 20 ) 0 )') Fine i ha 

Rom 11:31 




11:45 








Gal 2:8. Col 4:3 




20 


(g) The presufflxal preposition na 

NfM6TOIKONOMOC NHI 

(h) ON 

I 125.5 f 


Lk 16:2 (v. 1.) maiudn 

2 Tim 4:14. 

eooy on NRma'i . DeVis. Homilies 


AyncDn nhi n t6 ko i ko nom i 

Rom 8:17 6 icooy N6MA<i on 




k A 




N6Hn6 < )Xl NTO)N*l 6BOX b6NNH COM G)OyT ON 


k A 


k A 


k A 


k A 


21 


1.3.2 LE parallels 
(a 1 ) (bn) - iwm 


22 


bn i.ir.f in p3y hd iw.f m p3y.i pr 

iw bn_ sw 

it not 


EM 10052 15.6 f 

P. Leopold (JEA 22 [1936] Pis 

mi-kd n3 mvw m c h c wt n n3 wvw nty twn sm r it3 im.w m-dwn iwn3 


xii-xvi) 2.6 f 


vwn3 






being at all like the pyramids and tombs of the nobles which we con- 

bn ntk wr iw in.k m kt st r dit . k r 
Turin 1978 208 vo (ed. Allam, Hier. Ostraka u. Papyri 




stantly went to rob 


LEM 71.9 f 




rm-n3 vwn3 






1973) 


it.23 


(b 1 ) -gr n (furthermore 


DM 626 vo.3, Mayer A 6.25 


BM 10052 






5.8.16 etc. (Jow-pw.'L, ptr nty nb gr) 

ti. 24 


4.1 






(c ) -m T3- c "also 

hr ir hr-s3 ntrw 3 iw p c t rhyw htpw m p3 nty twk im m r3 

70.12 f.), LRL 47.10 
BM 10052 3.7 f 


15.8 (LES 58.11 f.) 


Horus and Seth 7.14 


too 






c 


W enamun 




2.5.13.37 (LES 67.12 f 

(d*) The augens ntf (etc.) 

p3 4 gr inn, 0. Michaelides LIX 87.4 iw.i hr dit n.f p3y.f (i.e 

nty m-di.i gr ntf, Mayer A 9.1 m-ir dd n.i "wn.k im" ink. 

(e') The augens dr 
(f') The augens (r-)1j. c t 

207 3, 4, RAD 56.5 

(g') n.f: JEA 41 (1955) 102 (Neskhons, ed. Edwards, 1.26 

p. 92, n. 20) iw p3 nty 3h n.s "she shall have what is benefi 


68.7 f 






k A 


iw.f dit n.n 4 dnyt m 

<t>«*«) 




25 


see examples below in § 4.1. 

: DM 121 ro.4 hr p3y.i c k ndm n.i r-h c t.f 




k j 


see Gunn 






ibid 




/ 




cial 


(h ) c n "again 


too Doomed Prince 6.11 (LES 5.8) 


too" LRL 20.15 


cf 
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d Orbiney 4.1 (LES 13.1) 






7 ^ 


L A 


2 


2.1 OyONTA^/OYON N NTAH/HeNTOOT*! (NTAH)/exeNTA 4 ! 

m-di.f/sw m-di. f/nty m-di.f 

The Nominal-Sentence pattern with anteposed nominal (lexi 

cal) and anaphoric pronominal ("grammatical”) subjects: S P S, Nj N 2 

ne, is typical of Bohairic, 26 with the Sahidic parallel texts usually 

* . 

howing the pattern with a postposed nominal subject (P S S, Nj ne N 

ne being the formal or grammatical subject cataphoric to the lexical 
one). For example 

N6 TTpAN 

neHeiorr OYoye 1 n 1 n ne (S oyeiNiN ne ne^eiarr) , also Gen 24:65, 29:15, Lev 
24:10, Lk 24:16, 1 Cor 15:5,6, Eph 5:23, Acts 17:19 etc. 

Now this is in fact a formal mutation of a time-honored pre-Demot 
ic Egyptian pattern of nominal predication, schematically presentable 

extraposed nom . subject (topic) - nom . predicate - formal pron. 

subject (realizable as zero). In LE the topic is segmented and marked 
by ir- 9 the pattern being almost invariably represented as ir-N\ N 2 

g., Redesieh Inscr. C 3 ir nb y h c ntrw 9 "Gold, (it is) the body of 
the gods 


wn m-di.f/wn N 


see § 1.1.1 


2.2 




2> 


NAnOCTOXOC NAI N6 (S NAI A6 

Acts 16:3 


Mt 10:2 <|>pAN 

), Rom 7:7 4>nomoc c|>nobi ne (S nNOMOc ne riNOBe) 


Mm 




1 




ft 




a 
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L. A 


the pattern with the epexegetic nominal sub 


On the other hand 

ject, common in Sahidic, is not to the best of my knowledge attested in 

LE (it is in Old and Middle Egyptian and in Demotic) 

2.3 Second Tense Constructions and Functions: 

2.3.1 Generally speaking, the Boh. constructions are here much 
more "orthodox" from the diachronic point of view 

the diachronic situation to include nonadverbial predicates to the 
Second Tense subject, so common in Sahidic (indeed 
such as interrogative pronominal objects 

ly "correct" construction), are extremely rare in the kind of Bohairic 
here treated 




28 


the extensions of 


k. j 


m some cases 




as common as the historical 


29 


in Mt 12:3. Jo 4:33 


Contrast the two dialects 


g 










Ps 29:10, 49:13, Job 18:4 etc 


In this respect Bohairic conforms to 
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30 


LE usage 


2.3.2 


Just as we encounter in Bohairic a verb-topicalization 
the Second Perfect btxhc cdt 6M, eTeMne^ccDTeM) regularly 

so we find in LE a typical "temporalis 
(m-dr sdm.f) occasionally functioning as a topicalization form before 


form (viz 

used as a temporal protasis 




31 






32 


an adverbical predicate 
HO PI. 66 2 vo 2 ff. m-dr ps.f irm t3u.w mwt 


in a special Cleft Sentence pattern 

iw t3u*s pst m-di.s h c t.s 


e.g 










33 




It was when her own share was (already) 
divided with their mother 


in her possession that he 

topioaZi 




In other words, the temporaZzs 

zation functional opposition is neutralized both in Boh. and in LE. m 






each case in favor of a different member of the said opposition. 

See § 3.5 for instances pointing to the possible existence 
of a preterit Second Tense Af6T6N- (i.ir.tn, tripartite base 
verter) in Bohairic. 


2.3.3 


not con 




2.4 


THE BOHAIRIC NOMINAL CLEFT SENTENCE AND THE LE PARTICIPIAL 

it is remarkable that the distribution of the irregular 
(though common enough) gZose- form e*r- after a nominal/pronominal vedette 
(instead of the usual neT-) 

pronominal predicates 


STATEMENT 


34 


which as a rule occurs in Sahidic after 
- and personal pronouns at that 

The details are not entirely clear, but the general 

(a) per - 

Mt 3:14, Rom 7:17); (b) proper names , including 
Mt 2:22. 1 Cor 3:7. Ex 2:22); (c) interrogative pronouns: 




35 


in Bohairic 


much more extensive 


picture points to the following vedette categories before 6 T 

sona1 pronouns (e.g 

God" (e.g 

AO), nim , 36 oy (e.g., Mt 9:5, 19:25, Mk 14:63 f., Gen 49:9, Dt 4:7); (d) 
demonstratives : <}>ai, oai-, <}>h (e.g., Mk 8:37, 13:1, Acts 11:14, Apoc 

14:12, Gen 31:46); (e) numerals, including oyAi and the indefinite ar¬ 
ticle (e.g., Mt 10:29, Lk 18:22, Gen 27:38). 

The LE Cleft Sentence construction immediately called to mind as 
typologically equivalent is the so-called Participial Statement, in 
which the gtose is the bare participle/relative form, 7 as opposed to 
the "Nominal" Cleft Sentence, which has a determined gZose y p3 + parti¬ 
ciple/relative form. Moreover, the vedette category completely tallies 
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(a f ) 


with the Bohairic one specified above 


Some parallel examples 


personal pronouns 

i.it3 sw) 


bn ^nk 

(b’) proper names 

(or special appellations, including nb ntrw "Lord of the gods" and p3y.n 

nb "our lord"): LRL 45.10, 67.12, BIFAO 12 (1972) 65 'Imn-nht nty m 
ntr , BM 10052 1.15, BM 10403 1.23; (c f ) interrogative pronouns {ih 
nym): HO PI. 79 4, d f 0rbiney 4.10 (LES 14.1 f.), Blinding of Truth 6.5 
{LES 33.11); (d T ) demonstratives : LRL 17.16 in tsy nty bw-pw.w in.s 
n.i ; (e f ) numerals : LRL 69.3 f. hr ir w c m3 c i.ir mr . 

2.5 RELATIVE WITH INDEFINITE ANTECEDENT: the incompatibility of 

the relative (adnominal attributive) sentence and an indefinite ante¬ 
cedent, one of the fundamental syntagmatic phenomena of Coptic 
somewhat qualified in Bohairic; the following indefinites do occur as 

oyxi (Lev 27:12, eenxne<*; Acta 

Martyrum 9 ed. Hyvernat, I 37.20, gtxh-) ; oypami (De Vis, Homelies I 

147.6, 6TAH-); pcDMi (Mt 7:9, 12:11, 6T6-; De Vis, Homelies I 101.4 

eeNXNe^) ; oy- (1 Pet 1:23, some codd., 60 NX-) . In LE I know of the 


Mayer A 1.19, 4.3, HO PI. 46 2ro (thrice 

vo 1 , LRL 58.9, 70.14 ntk iptr 










38 


is 




39 


nuclei of a relative construction 






following parallel examples of an indefinite antecedent with the rela 

tive nty 

sponding to (oy) p cdm i 


40 


rmt (0. Cairo 25644 ro 6), s {DM 1059 vo 2), both corre 

{HO PI. 57 1 ro 1). 


3ht "things 






Morphological-Functional Equival ence 


3 


3.1 The so-called Third Future (e<ie-/NNe < i-) , which in Sahidic 

may be considered a modal rather than temporal category 
most of its convertibility, the mark of a sentence "tense" conjugation 
form 


41 


and has lost 


42 


is in Bohairic a full category of tense 
apparently opposed to the "tempus ins tans" h nxc <jd tgm , the Sahidic sole 

Instances of the S future corresponding to B ene 


coexisting with and 






43 


future tense 


44 


(e.g 


Ps 22:24 etc.) 


ubiquitous 

the B "Third Future" occurs with the circumstantial 


Mt 5:19, 6:22,34. 10:21 


Moreover 










4 5 


(realized as zero 

(circ.) Lev 25:6,46. Num 

9:22; (rel.) Lk 4:8, Gen 32:12, Ex 20:9,22. 23:12. Dt 6:13 etc. 


46 


before e^e-) and relative 


converters 


g 
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iw.f v sdm/bn iw.f r sdm is the only indepen- 

occurring in the circumstantial 48 and the 

(circ.) BM 10403 3.14-15 hv rrm rmt i-w-iw.f (v) s c ljP^i 

(rel.) P. Berlin 10628 8 f . p3 nty iw.k r ir.f 

see further examples in the discussions referred to above. 

the presuffixal base of the B con* 

whereas the S IP* (only pre 

nominally and pre-zero TTt 6-) must be considered secondary 
the 3rd pers. plur. has in B a by-form ncgccdtgm alongside the regular 

the general impression (which is, however, far from conclusive)^ 0 
is that ncg- is used in the continuative (subcategorizing) function 

Mt 3:10. 5:11. Mk 5:4, 9:45, while NToy- occurs most frequently 

that l! -function. as governed by verbs (including 

Mk 2:12. 10:14, Lk 8:55. Phil 


of course 


In LE 






4 7 


dent future tense form 




4 9 


relative 


e.g 








(neg.) LEM 82.10 f 






3.2 As is well-known, ntg 






junctive, corresponds to the LE base mtw 




Admittedly 




NTOY 






g 








in the f, subjunctive 
impersonalia 11 ) and conjunctions, e.g 

1:13. 1 Tim 2:2 etc. 


IT If 
















The status of the post-negation an appears to be different 

it seems to be a considerably 
less mechanically obligatory (and thus more pertinent) element 

in S it is the central part of a discontinuous negation complex. 


3.3 


in Bohairic from its Sahidic counterpart 






in B 




On the one hand, we encounter it in Bohairic accompanying tautologi 

it 51 


other, self-sufficient negations; on the other hand, and more 
significantly still, we find in the New Testament impressive evidence 


cally 


52 


for the om'Lss'ion of an when the negation is marked otherwise 

0 (especially strik 

NA ^-0 and N 6 ta c i- 0 ) 


Some 


examples (but part of the evidence) are: 
ing in negated Second Tense constructions 

12:15,21 (e^oi an versus na c ioi- 0 ) Mt 10:14, 13:13, 15:20, 24:2, Mk 2:17 
13:2,33, Rom 8:15, 1 Cor 9:20, 14:22, 2 Cor 2:11, 5:19, Gal 3:16, Col 
2:19 (v. 1 . nh- 0 /<i-an; often so), 2 Th 2:5, Heb 5:13. 13:17. 1 Tim 3:3 


(a) n 


Lk 












6:3, 2 Tim 3:3 

(b) oyA6, oy rAp 

Cor 7:12, Acts 2:7,15. 

Now this state of things is again similar to that obtaining in 


1 Pet 3:9 


1 Jo 4:8, Acts 22:25 etc 


Tit 3:2 


Ja 2:21 












53 


Lk 18:13, Rom 2:28, 4:13. 9:6. 1 Cor 8:8. 2 


oyxi 
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LE: there too %wn3 , the ancestor and correspondent of an, is but a 

reinforcing complement to an independent negation (bn) rather than a 
component of a discontinuous negation morpheme 

3.4 Some remarkable (though isolated) examples of the Bohairic 


54 


2nd pers. plur. Perfect apgtgnccdtgm 55 give the impression of being 
used as a Second Tense (i.e., nonpredicatively), thus constituting a 
possible equivalent in form and function to the LE f! emphatic ,? i.ir.tn 
sdm . It goes without saying that I have in mind instances where the 
interpretation as Second Present is excluded. 56 (a) adverb + ApeTGN- 

(note the Greek word order): 1 Cor 15:2, Gal 4:14, Phil 4:14, Ja 5:13 

here also belong the numerous examples of gtbgoy ApeTGN-, e.g., Gen 

43:6, 44:4,5, Ex 2:18,20, Hos 10:13, Amos 4:4 etc.; (b) B ApeTGN- cor¬ 
responding to S TTtatgtFi— : 1 Cor 1:13, Heb 12:22; (c) oppositions of 

Ap6T6N— : AT6T6N- in the same immediate context: Gen 43:6 erBeoy 
Ap6T6NepnAigam nh i AT6T6NTAM6 nipcDMi (so Lagarde; Vat. Copto 1 has 

AT6T6N - AT6T6N), 1 Cor 4:8 2 HAH AT6T6NCI 2 HAH ATGTGNGppAMAO, AT6NOyN 

Ap6T6Nepoypo; (d) assorted cases: Lk 19:46 (S v. 1. perf./pres.) 

ApeTGNAM mbhb ncon i , Acta Martyrum (CSCO) I 213.29 - 214.1 f. ncoc 

ApeTeNi e ha i ma apgtgntod NT6T6NHOA1C NCAGHNoy 6TBGoy; (e) the syntagms: 

noun 4- ApeTGN , ic + time-expression + ApeTGN— . Acts 7:42. 27:33. 

However, the ApeTGN 








opposition ought to be further 
on the basis of manuscript norm (any statement made must be 
valid at least for a one-MS corpus), before such a conclusion can be 
admitted. 


AT6T6N 






studied 




3.5 VARIA 


3.5.1 Elementary and categorical morphologic correspondences 

nty (S GTepe— ); the morphologic opposi- 

Second Tense , mostly cancelled in S, is maintained 

i.ir -) 

maintained in classical S (TTta 




the prenominal relative gtg 

tion cdrcimstantial 

both in B (g 
S econd 

gnta-), is neutralized both in B (gta^c(Dtgm) and LE (i.ir-) 
anok pronominal paradigm has neither in B nor in LE a movvhotog'Leat'ly 


57 


) and LE ('iw 


the morphologic opposition 








relative positive Perfect 






the ink/ 
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marked nonpredicative allomorph such as S At IT- (etc,) 
of two plural definite articles 


the opposition 

(LE U3 n -) and N- (n3-) does 




B N6N 




58 


not exist in S 


on 


3.5.2 Bohairic aj>o*k why do you . . 
in the LE common phonetic spelling ihh* (e.g 

12.25, 13.9, Mayer A 3.23.25 

occurring alongside the etymological approximation ihhr 

BM 10052 only for the 2nd pers. sgl. fern. (11.5, 13.15, 15.5), in Mayer 
A for the masc. (9.22, 10.10.25). 

3.5.3 The still mysterious Bohairic converted form epeoyoN- 

has its LE counterpart in two instances of the no less obscure ir( 

LRL 15.8 f. 'Lr-wn ih hpr r.m, where it is apparently circum¬ 
stantial, 60 and P. Strasb. 33 8 (ed. Spiegelberg, ZKS 53, 1917) Lr-wri 
htr. certainly circumstantial; see ZKS 62 (1927) 43. 


(S Agpo*) is implied 

BM 10052 10.17, 11.2 
cf. LEM 82.16 ihhrh.k 








4.16.18 etc 


de 








lete hr) 




m 






59 




wn 




4. Correspondence of Idiomatic Syntax 


4.1 Sporadic neutralization of the category of person in the 

plural paradigm in favor of the 3rd pers. plur., in the augens THp 
THpoy used as representative of the whole plural paradigm 

(a) 1st pers. plur. + THpoy (anon, -n, tgn- THpoy) : Lk 13:27, 1 Cor 

10:17 (v. 1.), Eph 2:3, 1 Jo 2:19, Acts 3:16, 21:5. 

(b) 2nd pers. plur. + THpoy (nocdtgn, -T6N, -ohnoy, T6 T6N- THpoy) : 

Mt 26:31, Gal 3:26 f., Phil 1:7, 2:17. Acts 16:28 

perative + THpoy Mt 26:27. Lk 15:6. 






61 




20:25,26 etc 


lm 










This phenomenon is well-attested in LE (yet 
not discussed in any grammar) 

80 vo 15 iw.n m-s3.t dr.w 


to the best of my knowledge 

LRL 29.14 f. h3 c .n r-dr.w , HO PI. 

the magical formula "im hr.tn n y l3kby 






e.g 








62 




P. Cairo 58002-3-4-5 (also nb.n dr.w 


drw.w 




ibid.). 

these seemingly pleo- 
are extremely common in Bo- 

Mk 5:40, Acts 17:34 nai 6 T6NApe aionhcioc 












IT 


4.2 


and "N6M NH eONGMAH 


N 6 M-X N 6 MAH 


»t 6 3 




together with 


nastic expressions for 


hairic (e.g 


Lk 6:3 


22:14 










/ 


L J 


NbHToy niAp ionAr ithc NeMoycsiMi enecpAN ne aama p ic N6M2 Ank6?ojdoyni 
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N 6 M (OOY j Gen 6:18 NOOK N 6 MN 6 K( 1 )H p I N6MT6KC2IMI N 6 MN I 2 IOM I NT 6 N 6 K ( 1 ) H p I 

nbmxk, 7:13, 8:18 etc* (note that since they correspond as a rule to a 
simple o\5v in the Greek, it may be safely assumed that this is indeed 
an authentic Coptic idiom). 

In fact, we find some comparable LE expressions 

Mayer A 1.9, 2.11, BM 10052 1*18. 8*3 f 

counterpart "irm-X nty irrn.k 

pression, like the epistolary (DM 326 1 f.) ih p3y.k Ji3b n.i n3 mdt mr 

nty twk hr h3b n.i far.sn 


%rm-X wn ^rm.k 

and the present tense 
other pleonastic turns of ex- 






10.3 












LRL 19.4 










what means your writing me those bitter mat- 

LRL 28.1 i.ir.i h3b n.t t3 s c t 

. . . that I have written you the 
the formulary "sdm mdt nb ih3b.k n.i 
all the matters concerning which you have 

your having written 

47.2 f.) and BM 10052 1.6 wn.k m n3 sm iwn.k im.w 




ters regarding which you write me? 1 ' 

ih3b. i n.t hr 






it is regarding 






letter which I wrote you 

hr.w 

written to me have been noted 


cf 




p3 h3b i.ir.k r-dd 


ff IT 






ft 


(LRL 34.9 f 




44.16, 45.1 


37.5 f 










you were in the business in which you were 

4.3 The anaphoric adverbial in the very common noun clause ren¬ 
dering n the place he is in" is in Bohairic usually mmo^, whereas Sahid 

e.g., (among numerous examples) Mt 2:9 

Now this is a striking case where 

we are able to set up a pair (at least) of ,f dia-sentences n with little 
or no observable difference, 65 for in LE too we find p3 t3 nty twk im.f 

(LRL 30.7, 48.13), t3 st nty twin im.s (0. Michaelides 66 vo, LEM 121. 
16), st nb nty sw im (P. Cairo 58033 37, Mayer A 2.13, 6.12, LRL 58.1 

etc.) and p3 nty sw im(.f) (LRL 8.1, HO PI 

quently we find the anaphoric adverb rn-imw,' 0 ' 0 corresponding to MMxy in 

Bohairic (Mk 4:5, Ja 3:16). 

4.4 The so-called "ethical dative" construction, occurring (ex¬ 
cept for eye) in nondurative patterns, usually complementing intransi¬ 
tive verbs, does occur in Sahidic 67 but is incomparably more frequent 
and its distribution more extensive, in Bohairic 

(cue), Ja 2:3, De Vis, Homelies I 63.7 (26MC1) . ibid. 104.2 


64 


Mk 5:40 








14:9. Jo 6:62. 12:1 


Col 3:11 etc 










80 vo 16 etc.) 


Most fre 


66 




68 


Lk 9:57 


e.g 






181.4 (nxy) 
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132.6 (cyconi), Acta Marty rum (CSCO) I 3.5, II 29.18 f. (Meyi) . I 144.17 
(pxcyi) , 164. 25 (6Mi) 




most Nitrian examples listed here are imperative 




or jussive ones. 

This construction is as typical of LE 
morphosyntactic distributions 


with the same lexical and 

LRL 58.7 ( gr "be silent") 

(ptr) , 61.15 (am), RdE 8 (1951) 185 (pr) , Amenemope 22.7 (fans) etc 

VARIA 




69 


LEM 49.15 




L. A 


translating (uva) tu 


(hr) irt ih , LEM 61:14; (?) n iry ih. fol 


LE 




L. A 




ed by hr 4- infinitive 

the suffix of neuter gender? Mayer A 3.26 

9.2.4, BM 10052 4.17, BM 10383 1.5. 

4.5.2 

tyrum (CSCO) I 228.4 My nixxoy ne 

interjection of displeased surprise 
etc. 


this is peculiar to the Tomb-Robbery series of 




71 


4.1. 6.15 f 


© 










an interjection of surprise ("what!") 

may be compared with LE %3 ih 

LRL 1.9, LEM 9.16 




»" 


Acta Mar 


Ml) 


¥ ^ 
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an 






73 


44.8, 61.10 






Some suggested equivalences or at least correspondences which may 
be established by further study 


5 


other nomen actvoms) in Bohairic versus a nonverbal or unnominalized 

instances are Mt 26:8 (ruiTXKo) 

Col 


verbal mode of expression in Sahidic 

Rom 3:20 (ncoy6N<J>NOB i) , Gal 5:14 (<|>M6Np6n6K(y4>Hp) 
3:14 (niMoyp NTemxDK 6 box), Acts 5:18 (rupee epaoy) 




Lk 2:47 (nieMt) 






this is also a 




74 


basic typological trait in LE 

Is there a preference in Bohairic for the Cleft Sentence 


5.2 


t»9 75 


This is apparently the case in LE. 

Worthy of comparative consideration also is the pattern of 
nominal predication with a zeroed' pronominal subject after an extraposed 


come 


5.3 
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intermingled); it is difficult to point out competent monographic 
treatment of Bohairic grammatical issues, this dialect being usual 
ly overshadowed by discussion of Sahidic 


4 


See Polotsky, 1959:453 ff 
1973:88. 


Erman, 1915, Lefort, 1931, Kasser 






5 


The corpus from which our examples are drawn is primarily that of 
Scripture Bohairic and not "Nitrian 

the latter will occasionally be made 

are selective and representative, not exhaustive 




texts, although reference to 


Note that all references 




6 


Pace Grapow, 1938:5 


7 


96 ff. (see Schenkel’s 


Sethe, 1925:304 ff 

just criticism of Hintze’s diachronic typology, MDAIK 21 [1966] 

123-32), Korostovtsev. 1969. 


1947:90 ff 


Hmtze 












8 


The source abbreviations used here throughout are the conventional 
ones, both for Late Egyptian texts (see those used in Groll. 1975 
or Frandsen,1974) and for Bohairic ones. 




9 


1923:161 ff.. Griffith. 1909:181 f 


1947:89 f 


See Sethe 


Hmtze 












10 




We are here perforce studying a n Buchstabenlehre 
Grimm’s superscription for comparative phonology in his Geimani 

sdhe Grammatik . 


to use J 


r ^ 




11 


This seems to have escaped Grapow, 1938:30 


1 


n 






12 


ff 


Open and close 
application 

relevant data is too meagre to allow of more precise grading and 
more committed statements. 


n 


are to be taken here in a broad, approximative 
Our knowledge of Egyptian sentence prosody and other 


13 


The relative conversion of a Second Tense is not attested in Sahid 


nor, for that matter, in Bohairic outside the quoted construe 

indeed 


xc 
tion 




both converters give the impression of being mutually 






exclusive (as members of a single paradigm or in syntactic alterna 
tion; historically they may be taken to constitute a single morpho 
logic entity) 


It is perhaps preferable to view our construction 


V A 


and probably its whole paradigm as 6T6- converting a sentence , com 
plete with adverbial and other adjuncts, rather than a conjugation 

form 


A case like 2 Tim 4:15, j>xi 6T6NOOK gCDK xpea epoK cxbox 

mmoh, would suggest a much extended range of conversion for the 

* 

relative in Bohairic, at least in the construction here discussed 

On this phenomenon see Polotsky, BSAC 12 (1949) 31 f. ( CP 384 f.) 
also Quecke, Untevsuchungen z . kopt . Stundengebet (1970) 382-86 


L A 
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especially on the Sahidic syntactic equivalents 


14 


1933:§ 838, Sethe, 1925:293, Groll, 1975:498 f. The 

Bohairic correspondent is <|>h NIB6N er- (e.g., Lev 11:25), pointing 
to yet another open juncture position (I have no data regarding 
the junctural properties of LE p3W before relative forms and con¬ 
structions - the article pa- enters close juncture with the follow 

ing word); consider too Acts 21:23 <jxM oyN ApiTH btbnnaxoi nak 


See Erman 




L A 


15 


Polotsky, 1961:§ 10 


See Fecht 


1960:§ § 218, 238 f 


C z e r mak 










1931:127 ff 


16 


1960:§ 179 


See Fecht 




17 


Polotsky f s "Verstarker 
mak. 1931:§ 258 f. 




1); see also Czer 


(Polotsky, 1961:298 


n 






18 


Admittedly, precise statistics are here indispensable; still, both 
random and extensive checks bear out this impression 
naturally numerous instances where Sahidic 

Jo 4:32. 8:21. Rom 3:18: this often occurs among Hor 


There are 




Bohairic in this re 


spect, e.g 

ner’s variae lectiones 










19 


We find this position and function reported as early as La Croce’s 

Lexicon Aegyptiacnm-Latinnm (1775) 

eiL 


I? 


in fine positum significat 






see Le Monde Oriental 4 (1910) 39 ff 






20 


See Polotsky, 1961:313 


21 


1950:131 ff 


On LE word order see Hintze 




22 


1973:122 f., Groll, 1970:141 ff. ; vim3 negating the 

subject nominal predication pattern occupies the (conditioned) 

postpredicate position: Groll. 1967:94 ff.. Davis, ibid. 


See Davis 










23 


See Cerny, JEA 31 (1945) 35 


with more examples 


n 






24 


1975:§ 8.9.4 


1933:§ 683 


See Groll 


Erman 








25 




Het demotische Ad- 
also Spiegelberg, Demotische Gram 


Many Demotic examples are quoted by Strieker 

OMRO 43 (1962) 26-49 




tf 


jektief 

matik , § 74 






26 


It would prove worth our while to check in this context the status 
and frequency in Bohairic of frontal extraposition beyond this 
pattern. My impression is that its occurrence in instances like 

Acta Martyrim (CSCO) II 5.5 f., mahatap 'f-ccooyN nsai an 

common in Bohairic. and rather similar to LE (hr) ir- constructions 


is more 
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1967:7, 13 ff., Groll, 1975:523 ff., Satzinger, 1976:15 
f. Cf. also Sethe, 1916:§ § 128-34. 


See Groll 




28 


Sethe, 1916:§§ 118-26. Groll. 1967:9 f 






29 


See Polotsky, 1944:31 C with n. 2 

parison of B with LE in Polotsky, 1940 (especially p. 244 f.) 

ertheless, the Cleft Sentence pattern with the Second Tense/circum 
stantial following an adverbial vedette is as common in Scripture 
Bohairic as it evidently is in Sahidic 

32 (Bodmer), Gen 44:15, Ex 18:14, Num 16:29, Mic 6:6 

the n 6 KXOB 6 fl construction, parallel in structure to the !, legiti 
mate" ghmmxy one 


and earlier the typological com 

Nev 






Consider Mt 22:40, Jo 18 

So also is 


1 Cor 14:23, Acts 2:15 


Lk 8:52 


12:15 






30 


See Polotsky, 1940, idem, 1944:71 ff. (exx 
1974:§§ 85-92, Groll. 1975:Ch. 26. 


73 ff.), Frandsen 


P 








31 


1880:§ 425, Mallon, 1956:§ 245 3) 


Stern 




32 


Shisha-Halevy, 1978:54 ff 


59 ff 






33 


See Polotsky, RdE 11 (1957) 115, Or 33 (1964) 277 n. 1. Or 38 

(1969) 471 f. 




34 


Polotsky, 1962:420 


35 


Ibid.. 425 n. 1 






36 


The Bohairic (and Bohairicized S) construction nim xh- (e.g 

21:31, Lk 3:7, Hag 2:4; see Polotsky, GGA [1934] 64) has its own 

LE equivalent in cases such as BM 10052 3.17 iw nym wh3.k "Who 

will look for you?" 


Mt 






3 7 


1967:47-57, Groll 


1975:525-30 


See Groll 


The specific LE moyens 

d r expression for this pattern may include a prefixed m- marking 

the vedette . 






38 


Stern, 1880:§ 439 f 

tion in Praetorius T review, ZDMG 35 (1881) 758 

tial is the sole adnominal sentence form compatible with an inde 
finite noun or pronoun, the opposition attributive (relative) 
adpredicative (circumst.) being neutralized in this environment 


with a structurally more adequate formula 

The circumstan 






39 


Crum, Papyrus codex 

Till, Martyrer 

with the same antece- 

In the remarkable idiom of P. Bodmer VI we find 

10:26) after indefinite antecedents (cf. Polot- 


This occurs also in Late (Bohairicized) S 

34.18. 35.18.28: Budge, Miscellaneous Texts 153.3 

78.18 f.23 










II 35.25 etc 


/ 










dents as in B 

6T(e)- (Prov 7:5 
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268 ff.) records no comparable 

The sixty-odd instances of an 


Kickasola, 1975 (especially p 
state of things for the Sahidic NT 

omitted (p. 270 ff.) he considers either scribal error (about two 
thirds) 


it goes without saying that this category may, perhaps 
exist in the Bohairic NT as well, although as a matter of 

or due to affirmative inter 


must 




policy it ought not to be overused 

this must be contextually motivated (some such exam- 

13: 15: a case apart is the omission 

Lk 23:39 




pretation 

pies in Bohairic are Lk 12:57 






in Bohairic of an after the rhetoric mh 


nonne 


e.g 








24:26) 


The case is different for Bohairic, where the environment 


for omission is well-determinable, where moreover an occurs out 

side the N 


Note that the omissions in Bo 
occasionally in "respectable 

I noted omissions 

the last two being espe- 
A full research must follow 


an morphemic complex 
hairic are attested in various MSS 




n 




1 Cor 14:22, 1 Pet 3:9) 

J. K. L. M. N 


ones such as B (e.g 
also in A. C. D. F 






H 




















cially prone 

upon a careful evaluation of the MSS by modern linguistic (includ 
ing orthographic) criteria, rather than by those of age or palae 


T and some others 


0 




ography 
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1904:83 ff 


See Andersson 






54 


See (with examples of bn- alone and iwn3 outside nominal/adverbial 

predication) Groll, 1970:93-161, Davis, 1973:Chs. I-VII, XII, Vol- 
ten, BIFAO 58 (1959) 21-27: cf. also Griffith. 19Q9:iii. 182 










55 


See Polotsky, 1960:§ 46 for other morphemes with a similar alio 

morph; see also Stern, 1880:261, Mallon, 1956:§ 244. 




56 


tt 


it 


1904:47 f 


Second Present to express the past 


Cf. Andersson 




57 


The possible objection that LE oppositions and neutralizations are 

on the graphemic level is irrelevant, since in Bohairic 

too we can do no more than study a "Buchstabenlehre 
siderably more differentiated. 


for us 




albeit con 




58 


Settle. 1915:298; see Polotsky, JEA 54 (1968) 243-45 




59 


1880:§ 413 

but is fairly frequent also in the Scripture idiom 

28:32, Mt 13:12, 25:29, Mk 5:25. Acts 27:39 

as a variant reading 
tive. 


The form is very common in Nitrian Bohair- 

e.g., Ex 
s ome t ime s 

The predicate is either an adverb or a sta- 


See Stern 








28:11 etc 










60 


Wente, Late Ramess'ide Lettevp , p. 36, n. m 9 suggests some ways of 

accounting for this, among them as a peculiar Second Tense form. 


61 


Kept. GvaxmatFk (Berlin 1850) 470: Stern 1880 


Schwarze-Steinthal 
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